
From: Gonzalez, RafaelP
To: Bardo, Kenneth
Subject: FW: Solutia Site for PTAP pilot?
Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 9:35:32 AM
Attachments: TASC RCRA-Solutia TANA 11-7-12.docx

Do you have an opinion on this? Let me know …
 
Rafael P Gonzalez
Public Affairs Specialist
Land and Chemicals Division
77 West Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, Illinois 60604
312-886-0269
 

From: Dreyfus, Melissa G. 
Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2013 9:01 AM
To: Gonzalez, RafaelP
Subject: Solutia Site for PTAP pilot?
 
Hi Rafael,
  I hope you are having an enjoyable summer.  I am the project lead for the Partners in Technical
Assistance Program (PTAP), the objective of which is to expand opportunities for cooperation
between EPA and colleges, universities or nonprofits with the shared goal of assessing and
addressing the unmet technical assistance needs of impacted communities.  I saw that the Solutia
Site, which I believe you are the CIC for, had a TANA done in late 2012 to assess the community’s
technical assistance needs near this site.  I was curious if any of the needs have been met to date,
and if not, if you think having one of the NIEHS Superfund Research Program (SRP) grantees
voluntarily provide services to meet those needs might be an option?  I’ve attached the TANA
document with sections highlighted where I think we could put out a request for assistance.  I’m also
including the link to the PTAP pilot website so that you can read more about the program to see if
you think this site would be a good fit.  I’d like to talk with you more about this site if you have an
opportunity in the next week or so.
 
 
PTAP website: http://www.epa.gov/superfund/community/P1T2A3P4/
 
Thanks!
Melissa
 
Melissa Greer Dreyfus
Environmental Health Scientist
Community Involvement and Program Initiatives Branch
Office of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
 
Phone: 703-603-8792
email: dreyfus.melissa@epa.gov

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=079112866F05459EA41FDE69E66B3563-RGONZA06
mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=64502cc92798495e8d802f9a405f3fd8-KBardo
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TASC Technical Assistance Needs Assessment (DRAFT)



Site Name:		Solutia W. R. Krummrich Plant

Site Location:		Sauget, Illinois

Date:			October 31, 2012



Introduction



The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Technical Assistance Services for Communities Program (TASC) is conducting this Technical Assistance Needs Assessment (TANA) for the citizens of East St. Louis, Cahokia and Sauget, Illinois. The purpose of this assessment is to identify and meet with key stakeholders in the three communities to better understand their technical and informational needs related to the Solutia W. R. Krummrich site and to determine the most effective engagement strategy to implement those needs.



Our approach to conducting the TANA included:



· Performing background research on the three communities and the Solutia plant, including reviewing information posted on the EPA Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) and Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) websites.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Attachment A provides a list of information sources for this document.] 


· Convening a project advisory group made up of long-term area residents to help formulate an appropriate entry strategy into the communities to conduct the TANA.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Attachment B provides a list of project advisory group members.] 


· Conducting in-person interviews with members of the advisory group and other residents suggested by them.

· Engaging in in-person discussions with Krummrich Remediation Services Manager Jerry Rinaldi and Krummrich Plant Manager Voytek Klim and extensively touring the site.

· Convening and conversing with focus groups in East St. Louis and Cahokia.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Attachment C provides a list of focus group attendees.] 


· Engaging in telephone discussions with EPA Region 5 Remedial Project Manager Kenneth Bardo and Community Involvement Coordinator Rafael Gonzalez.



Site Background



Solutia is a chemical manufacturer that has operated in Sauget, Illinois, for nearly 100 years. During those years, the Sauget plant manufactured various organic chemicals containing benzene, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). 

The Sauget plant was originally operated by Monsanto, which restructured its chemical manufacturing operations as a divestiture in 1997. At this time, the Monsanto facility was officially renamed as the Solutia W.R. Krummrich plant. The plant is located at 500 Monsanto Avenue, just east of the Mississippi River, along Illinois Route 3 in a geographic area called the American Bottom. 



Both CERCLA and RCRA corrective actions are currently underway at this facility. On May 3, 2000, EPA issued a RCRA 3008(h) Administrative Order on Consent (AOC). In 2004, Solutia completed an interim remedy to contain, intercept and collect contaminated groundwater that was discharging into and causing environmental impacts to the Mississippi River. As a part of the remedy, on February 26, 2008, EPA issued a Final Decision to remediate soil and groundwater contamination. The $22 million remedy focuses on removing source areas of PCBs, benzene, chlorobenzenes, lead and mercury, all of which had the potential to impact workers, groundwater and the Mississippi River. A groundwater migration control system was installed at the river's edge, consisting of a slurry barrier wall keyed into bedrock and groundwater collection wells. Collected groundwater from this system is treated at the American Bottom Publically Owned Treatment Works (POTW).[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  http://www.epa.gov/Region5/cleanup/rcra/solutia/index.html ] 




Community Background 



East St. Louis, Cahokia and Sauget are the three towns closest to the Solutia plant. With the amount of proximate industry and their demographics, these three municipalities are easily described as communities with Environmental Justice concerns.[footnoteRef:5] The Community Demographics Table below provides some insight into their makeup.[footnoteRef:6] [5:  http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice ]  [6:  http://www.city-data.com ] 


 

East St. Louis is the largest of the three communities and faces the greatest social, economic and environmental challenges. Upward of 70 percent of the population is on some form of public assistance and it is not unusual for this income to be supplemented with proceeds generated in the “underground economy.” Cahokia shares some of the same challenges as East St. Louis, as well as a similar demographic and economic makeup. All three municipalities have significant populations living well below the poverty level and both East St. Louis and Cahokia are majority African-American cities. 

		City/State

		Population

		White

		Black

		Hispanic

		Other

		Below Poverty Level

		Below 50% of Poverty Level[footnoteRef:7]7 [7: 7 Defined as a household whose income is less than half the poverty threshold.
] 


		City Revenue from Property Taxes

		Property Tax Revenue Per Resident



		East St. Louis

		27,006

		0.8%

		97.7%

		0.5% 

		1%

		51%

		19.5%

		$8.07M

		$300.00



		Cahokia

		15,241

		33.6%

		62.0%

		2.0%

		2.4%

		36.9%

		12.8%

		$2.18M

		$143.23



		Sauget

		159

		93.1%

		5.6%

		0.0%

		1.2%

		18.4%

		18.4%

		$8.68M

		$54,616.00



		Illinois

		 

		 

		 

		 

		 

		17.5%

		6.0%

		 

		 





In contrast to East St. Louis and Cahokia, is the neighboring town of Sauget. With a population of only 159, Sauget is small (4.6 sq. mi.) but very well resourced. It was incorporated as "Monsanto" in 1926 and was formed to provide a liberal regulatory environment and low taxes for the Monsanto chemical plants at a time when local jurisdictions had most of the responsibility for environmental rules. The town was renamed in honor of Leo Sauget, its first Village President.[footnoteRef:8] Richard Sauget Jr. is the current Mayor and the great grandson of Leo Sauget. Residents suggest that Sauget is still a “company town” and exerts much more political clout in St. Clair County than its size would suggest. The poverty rates in Sauget imply that the wealth and influence wielded there is held in relatively few hands. In terms of its prominence in St. Clair County affairs, Sauget has been described by members of the advisory group as the “tail that wags the dog.”   [8:   http://online.wsj.com/article/SB115984289083380869.html] 




Special Considerations Potentially Affecting Technical Assistance Strategies



Many citizens in the area have become distrustful and wary of their interactions with local politicians and government entities. This distrust is mostly a result of years of widely reported corruption in both local and county governments and agencies.[footnoteRef:9] Rather than by the comparable local entity, the school system in East St. Louis is now under the direct control of the Illinois State Department of Education. Additionally, the local police department is currently under the direct control of the Illinois State Police with state troopers managing major departmental and precinct affairs. Many residents do not trust local government and this lack of trust could impact how EPA plans and executes an effective community engagement strategy. [9:  KMOV TV4 St. Louis:  War Zone: The Destruction of an All-American City http://www.kmov.com/news/local/War-Zone-The-Destruction-of-an-All-American-City-167728445.html] 




Residents of East St. Louis are known for reporting that they are the most studied city in the United States. They have seen well intentioned outsiders come into town, gather residents to talk about their lives and living conditions only to leave, write books, make money and never come back. Residents have become suspicious of this type of outsider presence. During our information gathering, we were repeatedly warned that unless people understand “What’s in it for me?” they will rarely attend gatherings that are supposed to appeal to their enlightened self-interest. Locals assert that the only way to ensure a full house at public meetings is to advertise that door prizes will be given away. 



Even though EPA appears to have an unsullied reputation in the area, partnering with a grassroots organization that is independent of traditional ties and affiliations could be very helpful. Even more helpful would be if the organization has an active and responsive membership base. “What’s in it for me?” will be an easier question to answer for citizens who are already actively engaged in community issues.



True to the briefings given by Region 5 staff and the management of the Solutia facility, both of who have made efforts to engage the local communities around environmental issues, we found all three communities difficult to access. Accordingly, we made very little headway into either Sauget or Cahokia. We were able to make solid inroads in East St. Louis by building on the initial contacts given to us. This introduced us to a vibrant segment of the population that we dubbed “East St. Louis True Believers” and who formed the core of our contacts for this study. These are citizens who:



· Have always had the resources to move out of the area but have chosen to stay and work towards a better future.

· Are organized and networked with likeminded citizens and who are actively engaged in various citizen action campaigns.

· Are bolstered by the efforts of Senator Dick Durban, an East St. Louis native, and other redevelopment interests to transform East St. Louis into a riverfront destination and bedroom community for St. Louis.



By their own accounts, these citizens are interested in working with EPA to accomplish its outreach, engagement and educational goals. Based on our interactions with these citizens, we have come to understand that the environmental and community engagement issues present in East St. Louis are emblematic of those to be found in Cahokia and to some extent in Sauget. Entering the tri-city area through East St. Louis would provide a foothold for initial community engagement and technical assistance efforts, as well as a base for outreach to both Cahokia and Sauget. 



In all three of the communities, the receptivity of local health and regulatory agencies and their willingness to partner with or support EPA technical assistance efforts could be helpful. If they are desired, careful planning would need to take place in order to gain the most benefit from collaboration with these agencies while being sensitive to the suspicion community members may hold toward local government.



Major Findings and Areas of Community Interest



The findings described below were gathered using a discussion guide during focus groups with community members.[footnoteRef:10] During the focus groups, attendees were asked to review a draft RCRA fact sheet regarding contamination and cleanup surrounding the Solutia W.R. Krummrich facility. The fact sheet was provided in draft form from Region 5 for the purpose of gaining feedback on its readability and relevance to focus group members. [10:  Attachment D provides the Discussion Guide.] 




The major findings of the focus groups include:



1. Engaging with local citizens will be difficult but doable.

a. True to the briefings given by Region 5 and the management of the Solutia facility, both of whom have made efforts to engage the local communities around environmental issues, we found all three communities to be rather insular and difficult to gain access to. 

b. The above is reflected in the lack of focus group participants from Sauget and Cahokia, which proved more difficult to engage with despite reaching out to contacts in these communities in the earlier phases of the project.



2. Distrust of local government requires alternative, independent “entry” methods for community engagement.

a. Many citizens in the area have become wary of their interactions with government agencies and agents, resulting from years of perceived corruption in local governments and politics.

b. Distrust may extend to other community leaders and organizations, like churches and civic groups that are politically associated.

c. Given the distrust, more successful outreach efforts may involve being independent of local and county governments.

 

3. Unprompted awareness of environmental issues is largely focused on the built environment.

Of the issues discussed, the most prominent included concerns surrounding:

a.    Infrastructure Problems

i. Sewage contamination inside of homes from improperly built or crumbling sewer systems.

ii. Flooding outside of homes as a result of poorly planned or maintained storm drain systems.

iii. Illegal trash dumping in empty or abandoned lots and pest problems that accompany improper disposal of waste.

b. Inadequacy in Local Regulation of Environmental Problems

i. Corruption and incompetency from local and county authorities on concerns in the built environment, including a lack of response or enforcement to infrastructure issues.

ii. Concern over whether environmental problems could be remedied given the current distrust of local government agencies.



4. Unprompted awareness of environmental issues of the natural environment included concerns over air, water and soil quality.

a. Concerns over Air Quality

i. Proximity to the industrial area surrounding the Solutia W.R. Krummrich Plant and the smells that accompany the facility.

ii. Perceived elevated rates of asthma and respiratory issues in children and adults and their causes.

b. Concerns over Water Quality

i. Problems with sewer systems and flooding have led to concerns over safety of drinking water.

ii. Lack of information about contamination from nearby industrial areas and possible effects on standing water and potable water.

c. Concerns over Soil Quality

i. Lack of information regarding historical industrial sites and spills in the communities and status of cleanup. 

ii. Possible effects of contaminated soil in and around homes and schools, including areas that are being developed as community gardens.





5. Awareness of and knowledge about the contamination in the natural environment come primarily from class-action attorneys and local media.

a. Knowledge of local contamination included:

i. Former Alcoa site. 

ii. Allerton sites in proximity to sports fields.

iii. Solutia Krummrich plant.

iv. Train derailments over the south end of town and Rush City.

b. Specific concerns regarding contamination included:

i. Concern over public health and the effects of contamination on children, including respiratory illnesses, learning and behavioral problems.

ii. Cancer clusters and knowledge of many community members who have been diagnosed with rare diseases, particularly in Rush City and surrounding neighborhoods on the south side of East St. Louis.



6. There was little awareness of EPA efforts at the Solutia W. R. Krummrich plant.

a. Attendees expressed some familiarity with EPA as an agency and its mandate to regulate industry, including basic regulations like the Clean Air Act. 

b. There was no awareness of specific cleanup or enforcement in local communities or surrounding the Solutia Krummrich plant.

c. Knowledge of past community meetings were of those held by class action attorneys in response to PCB contamination at the Solutia Krummrich facility.



7. EPA has an unblemished image in the local community.

a. Unlike the negative reputation of local government and politicians, there was a general sense of trust toward federal agencies, including EPA.

b. Maintaining distance from local government, including at the county level, would allow for a more trusted and involved presence for EPA.



8. Focus group attendees responded to the RCRA fact sheet with a sense of importance, urgency and alarm.

a. Attendees suggested that future fact sheets highlight the names of the communities affected in the title.

b. Attendees suggested highlighting issues of contamination in the beginning of the fact sheets, so as to emphasize relevant and important information first.

c. It was felt that such an outreach approach would stimulate more attendance from the concerned communities.



9. People are eager to know more about contamination, possible health impacts and cleanup.

a. As discussion of contamination and its effects progressed, the urgency and increased awareness of contamination moved issues of the environment higher up on the list of community concerns.

b. Specific desires for future outreach from EPA, and possible methods for that outreach included:

i. An urgent desire for more information on contamination in the communities surrounding the Solutia W. R. Krummrich plant.

ii. More specific information on the effects of contamination on public health.

iii. More information on possible solutions to contamination and future cleanup plans.



Recommendations for Future Technical and Informational Assistance



The following are recommendations that EPA might want to consider in future outreach and involvement in these communities:



1. Develop a long-term strategy for engagement and assistance:

a. Developing a specific, realistic, phased, long-term vision for community outreach before beginning the engagement could make for a more effective strategy. 

b. It may be better not to attempt outreach and engagement in these communities if the resources, commitment and ability to follow through are in question.



2. Create a coordinated effort for outreach and information:

a. Coordinated effort could be undertaken to provide more information on environmental contamination, site remediation and future site activities that would secure a clean and safe environment for families. These may include:

· Site-specific fact sheets.

· More general environmental health and safety newsletter possibly targeted to school-aged children.

· Availability sessions with community information on:[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Crime is a significant issue for residents of East St. Louis. This should influence the day, time, location and length of any public meetings convened by EPA.] 


1. Location and extent of known contamination.

2. Progress toward remediation.

3. Current and planned investigations.

4. Chemicals of concern, their health impacts and exposure pathways.

5. What families can do to minimize exposure.

6. How to get involved and stay informed (Solutia Community Advisory Group meetings, etc.).

b. Engagements with school children in conjunction with the school system on Earth Day and other relevant activities.



3. Establish collaboration with independent local partners:

a. Community outreach could be planned in collaboration with an independent, non-profit local partner that has a successful track record of broad advocacy and outreach.

b. Aside from normal government-to-government protocols, local events should not be planned or coordinated through local elected officials.

c. Working through independent, grassroots community organizations may avoid unnecessary baggage and unhelpful affiliations. 

d. Based on our experience we would recommend reliably working with the Civic Alliance (CA), a non-profit group that provided us access to the community through their network of engaged citizens.[footnoteRef:12] They also volunteered to schedule and recruit participants for the focus groups and arranged free meeting venues. If given more notice, we feel that CA would have been able to facilitate our access to residents in both Cahokia and Sauget.  [12:  Civic Alliance, P.O. Box 6434, East St. Louis, IL 62202. Matt Hawkins, President. (618) 531-8059.
] 


 

4. Develop appropriate information material for outreach:

a. Materials disseminated to the public should be written in the simplest terms, be highly graphical in content and vetted with grassroots partners before distribution to the larger community.

b. Assumptions about reading levels and subject matter should be examined at every stage of materials production. 

c. There is a sensitivity to being “talked down to” and a resentment to being seen as uneducated. Residents expressed a preference for the term “informational” rather than “educational.”



5. Establish trust through reasonable commitments and follow through:

a. To build and sustain trust with local residents, under-promise and over-deliver regarding commitments made or implied. It is very important not to become stereotyped along with the local agencies that resident feel have a track record of doing the opposite.



6. Collaborate with other agencies to address major health concerns:

a. To address concerns over the health impacts of contamination in these communities, EPA could involve the Agency for Toxic Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR) early in the planning and execution of information sessions and materials regarding health impacts. 

b. Off-the-shelf presentations may need to be tweaked in order to have maximum impact.



7. Use an “all of the above” approach to reach communities:

a. Outreach to inform residents of planned activities could include the following:  

· Use word of mouth.

· Have local partners knock on doors.

· Provide direct mailings.

· Give fliers to schoolchildren to take home.

· Participate on local radio talk shows (a very active media segment).






Attachment A: Sources Consulted for Background Information on the Site and the Community



City Data website. Available at: http://www.city-data.com  



[bookmark: _GoBack]EPA Environmental Justice Program. Available at: http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice 



EPA Overview for Solutia RCRA Site. Available at: http://www.epa.gov/Region5/cleanup/rcra/solutia/index.html



EPA Overview for Solutia Sites 1 and 2. Available at:

http://www.epa.gov/region5/cleanup/saugetarea1/index.htm

http://www.epa.gov/region5/cleanup/saugetarea2/index.htm



KMOV TV4 St. Louis:  War Zone: The Destruction of an All-American City. Available at: http://www.kmov.com/news/local/War-Zone-The-Destruction-of-an-All-American-City-167728445.html



The Wall Street Journal; Yes, in My Backyard: Tiny Sauget, Illinois, Likes Business Misfits. Available at: http://online.wsj.com/article/SB115984289083380869.html	



United States Census Bureau Poverty Definitions. Available at: http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/methods/definitions.html






Attachment B: Project Advisory Group Members



· Anna Hardy

· Charlotte Ottley

· Doug King 		

· Eugene Redmond

· Matt Hawkins

· Norman Ross

· Reginald Petty

· Yvette Goods	




Attachment C: Focus Group Attendees



· Barbara Henderson	

· Aylce Rozier

· Hazel Hawkins 		

· James Gibson

· Jennifer Ross

· Lille Butler Lawrence	

· Matt Hawkins	

· Martha Hudson

· Stanford Scott

· Shambra Scott

· Tiara Scott






Attachment D: Discussion Guide



The discussion guide is not a script, but rather an outline of topics to explore during the focus group. While the key questions are listed here in logical order, their actual sequence may vary depending on where the group takes the discussion in response to a question. It is the moderator’s responsibility to ask appropriate follow-up questions and to make sure that all of the areas of exploration are covered. Notes will be taken during the meetings in order to capture the key information.



Section 1: Welcome, Introduction and Warm-Up (5-10 minutes)

Example: “Good Afternoon, My name is Michael J. Lythcott, my colleague; Blair Stone-Schneider and I are contractors for U.S. EPA. They have asked us to speak with you about environmental issues that may affect you, your family and community. I will lead a casual discussion about our topic and any response that you have to the questions is perfectly fine. There is no right answer to any of the questions and we want you to be comfortable speaking in any way you choose.

First, let’s start with introductions. Please tell us your name, where you live in the city and how long you have lived there.” 



Section 2: General Environmental Awareness (5-10 minutes)

Now let’s talk about your general awareness of the environment and environmental issues.

A. When you think about the environment that you live in, what are the first things that come to mind?

B. How about the natural environment—e.g. air, soil, water (if not mentioned)?

C. Have you heard about any harmful contamination that exists in your city (neighborhood, area)?  If so, what have you heard and what do you know about it?



Section 3: Awareness of Local Contamination (10-15 minutes)

Now let’s talk about the industrial area located in Sauget.

A. What industrial facilities are you aware of in this area?

B. Have you heard of any harmful contamination that has been released into the air, soil or groundwater? If so, what have you heard? (Add specific follow-up if specific toxins are mentioned).

C. Do you think that this contamination has any effect on you and your family? If so how does it affect you and how dangerous is it?

D. In terms of the things that you have to worry about, how high up on the list is toxic contamination?



Section 4: Awareness of Solutia, EPA and Past Outreach Efforts (20-30 minutes)

Next, let’s talk about any community outreach efforts regarding environmental contamination of which you are aware. 

A. Are you aware of the Solutia Facility in Sauget? If so, are you aware of any public outreach efforts they have conducted regarding contamination or toxic releases? If so, how did you hear about it?

B. Are you aware of U.S. EPA?  If so, how would you describe their purpose?

C. Are you aware of any EPA actions regarding any contamination generated by the industrial district in Sauget? If so, what past and present actions has EPA taken?

D. Are you aware of any public outreach efforts that EPA has conducted regarding contamination or toxic releases from the Solutia plant? If so, how did you hear about it?

E. Have you read any written materials or attended any public meetings about contamination or toxic releases from the Solutia Plant? If, so what, when and where?



Section 5: Possible Future EPA Outreach Efforts (20-30 minutes)

A. If EPA wanted to hold a public meeting to keep the community updated on conditions at the Solutia Plant would you attend? Why or why not?

B. If EPA wanted to hold a public meeting to answer your family’s health and safety questions, related to the contamination at the Solutia plant, would you attend? Why, why not?

C. Best way to reach out to you?

D. Best place to hold a meeting?

E. Best day and time of day to hold a meeting?

F. Best way to get a lot of your neighbors to attend?



Section 6: Wrap-Up and Closing (5-10 minutes)

Thank participants for taking the time to speak with us, address any questions or concerns.







	










































Skeo Solutions Contact Information



Skeo Solutions Senior Associate

Michael J. Lythcott

732-617-2076

mlythcott@skeo.com



Skeo Solutions Associate

Blair Stone-Schneider

307-349-3601

bsschneider@skeo.com 



Skeo Solutions Project Manager
Cheryl Little
301-509-4925
clittle@skeo.com



Skeo Solutions Work Assignment Manager
Krissy Russell-Hedstrom
719-256-6701
krissy@skeo.com

Skeo Solutions TASC Quality Control Monitor
Eric Marsh
512-505-8151
emarsh@skeo.com 
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